munities in Madera, Kern, and Tulare counties in California, Goldschmidt selected Arvin (Kern) and Dinuba (Tulare). The two towns' underlying demographic, economic, and geographic characteristics supposedly were similar, except that the average farm size differed significantly. Average farm size around Arvin was 497 acres; around Dinuba it was 57 acres.2 The study's principal conclusion was that the "quality of social conditions is [negatively] associated with scale of operations; that farm size is in fact an important causal factor in the creation of such differences, and that it is reasonable to believe that farm size is the most important cause of these differences" (Goldschmidt 1946, p. 114).
From its inception, Goldschmidt's work has been the focus of political and academic controversy. It caused a furor as many California newspapers, farm organizations, and politicians attacked both Goldschmidt and his findings. Representative Albert Elliott and Senator Sheridan Downey repeatedly attacked the report in Congress, and Downey wrote a book arguing that the towns were totally unsuitable for comparison because Arvin had not yet had time to develop (Kirkendall 1964, p. 209) . The ensuing exchange of vitriolic personal attacks did little to clarify the issues.
In the academic arena, scholars from several disciplines have praised the Arvin-Dinuba study. Gates has characterized Goldschmidt's study as a "classic" and accepted its conclusion without reservation (p. 178). LeVeen and Stavins described the study as the most important to date on the effects of industrial and family farming on rural community development (p. 52). A chorus of rural sociologists have echoed this sentiment, and studies of farm structure commonly begin with at least a perfunctory reference to Goldschmidt's pioneering work (Small Farm Viability Project; Nuckton, Rochin, and Gwynne; Carter et al.). Goldschmidt, in 1972 testimony before the Senate Subcommittee on Monopoly, stated that in twenty-six years of scrutiny, "Nobody [has] pointed to inaccuracies in the data, to failures of analysis, or to the evidence that I was said to disregard" (1972, p. 3321). In a more recent evaluation, Goldschmidt wrote that agribusiness interests "deprived the study of the opportunity for rational examination; they changed the arena of discourse from one of judicious review of the facts . . . to one of propaganda involving diverse irrelevancies" (Kirkendall 1979 , p. 504).
Indeed, much of the criticism leveled at Goldschmidt's work has not focused on the facts or his use of them. However, the same charges can be leveled at many of those who have cited the study favorably. After almost forty years of controversy, Goldschmidt's work has not received the "rational examination" he requested. The purpose of this paper is to provide that examination and determine whether or not Goldschmidt's data and method support his conclusions.
First, the paper examines the five "fundamental criteria" Goldschmidt used to compare the two communities. The conclusions are that the two study areas were not sufficiently alike to support Goldschmidt's own standards for comparative analysis. His thesis that large farms spawn undesirable towns may be correct; but, because of methodological flaws, the study offers little support for this view. Numerous other factors than farm size might have accounted for the observed social differences. Next, the paper considers why the two areas differ in farm size and argues that distinctive local conditions provided strong economic incentives for the growth of larger farms around Arvin. This finding has important implications for Goldschmidt's conclusions.
Comparative Standards
Goldschmidt established five "fundamental criteria" for the selection of Arvin and Dinuba. They are "that the two communities "(1) be sufficiently similar in size so that they could be expected to support similar institutions; "(2) have similar and, if possible, reasonably diverse agriculture; "(3) have existed for enough years to allow time for the development of social institutions; "(4) not be confused with extraneous advantages, such as mineral deposits; and, of course, "(5) that the farm size be significantly divergent." (Goldschmidt 1946, pp. 9-10.) Thus, a comparison of Arvin and Dinuba should show that they were similar in age and size, supported a similar agricultural mix, and were blessed with similar mineral and physical endowments. These are the control variables which in Goldschmidt's model are sufficiently alike to allow differences in community quality to be attributed solely to differences in farm size. However, an examination of these variables raises serious problems.
Community Size
The 1940 census shows that 4,042 people lived in the unincorporated "town" of Arvin and that 3,790 people resided in Dinuba. However, the total census area labelled "Arvin" had 4,673 people, while the census area for Dinuba had 7,667 people (Goldschmidt 1946 The questions remain whether or not oil production near Arvin represented an important income source for many landowners and whether or not oil income affected the Arvin community. Goldschmidt concluded that "potential and actual oil deposits give an economic advantage to Arvin over Dinuba, but this is not of sufficient importance to account for any great divergence between the two towns" (1946, pp. 20-21). This conclusion is at variance with his own evidence. If Goldschmidt is correct that "most farmers" received $5 an acre per annum for mineral leases, a farmer with 497 acres might have realized as much as $2,485 a year. This is roughly two-thirds of the net agricultural income of the median farm operator in 1943. In fact, Goldschmidt's archival records hint that oil-lease income was far more important than indicated in his monograph. For example, in one case his notes suggest that oil leases saved a farm family from insolvency, and elsewhere he recorded that "some population is supported by this industrial development . ." (USDA, "Records of Walter R. Goldschmidt," 83/290/66; "'Records," 83/287/48).
Although most oil income probably flowed out of the Arvin area to oil company employees and stockholders, the residual going to local farmers was important. On balance, the existence of oil should have increased Arvin's tax base and injected added purchasing power into the local economy. Moreover, the presence of oil deposits also may have affected landholding and farming patterns. Even the expectation of oil deposits would have encouraged land speculation and discouraged the subdivision of farms. Analysis of Goldschmidt's first three comparative criteria suggests revisions that are detrimental to his argument, but the existence of oil in Arvin has an uncertain effect-the added income should have aided development; the more nebulous effects on land speculation, however, might have been detrimental. The key point that follows from these findings is that strong economic reasons explain the larger farms in Arvin compared with Dinuba. The authors do not suggest that scale economies explain units of several thousand acres; however, the evidence does indicate that farms many times larger than those in Dinuba were required to capture the considerable economies stemming from different water and crop conditions. To imply that developing the land in smaller units would have resulted in planting more intensive crops such as vineyards, thereby leading to a Dinuba-like environment, overlooks the fact that few vineyards were being planted anywhere in California. To move into what was a depressed crop would not have been in the farmer's economic self-interest. The hypothetical alternatives suggested by Goldschmidt's work and espoused for nearly forty years by his followers imply substantial economic losses to landowners which would have adversely affected the community's financial base. Whether or not the beneficial externalities attributed to small farms would have outweighed these losses is at best problematical.
Why

Conclusion
The Arvin and Dinuba areas, rather than being closely matched regions, were different in a number of important ways. Differences in water costs, in mineral endowments, and in the age of agricultural development made Arvin and Dinuba unsuitable for the type of comparative analysis Goldschmidt employed. All else equal, small or mid-size farms may well promote higher quality rural communities than large farms. However, the one study most widely used to substantiate this assertion offers very little support; too many other variables besides farm size cloud the picture.
Goldschmidt's study contains a wealth of information bearing on many of the points raised here. But to say that Goldschmidt's evidence does not support his conclusions does not diminish the significance of the issues that concerned him. After almost forty years, much remains to be learned about the interrelationships between the size of economic organizations and a number of other socioeconomic variables. Understanding these issues in the 1980s requires that research be anchored firmly by a strong and accurate historical foundation. Hopefully, this paper has contributed to building that foundation.
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